The two workhorse models of trade, Heckscher-Ohlin and Ricardo-Viner, provide leverage in explaining how societal groups divide over trade protection. Tension between the two trade models has significantly influenced the scholarship of trade politics, with explanations of trade politics adopting either the factor-based approach or the industry-based framework. No study has investigated how changes in factor mobility as a continuous variable influence the change in trade protection as a policy outcome. Building on recent scholarship on factor mobility, this article models explicitly how intersectoral labor (im)mobility and political competition between parties affect changes in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. The theoretical model predicts that when intersectoral labor mobility decreases governments in majoritarian democracies are more likely to raise trade barriers. We test this prediction in a time-series, cross-sectional sample of 32 OECD and non-OECD majoritarian democracies observed between 1980 and 2000. The empirical results corroborate our theory and remain robust when we control for alternative explanations, employ different estimation techniques, and use different measures of trade protection.
The two workhorse models of trade, Heckscher-Ohlin and Ricardo-Viner, provide leverage in explaining how societal groups divide over trade protection. Tension between the two trade models has significantly influenced the scholarship of trade politics, with explanations of trade politics adopting either the factor-based approach or the industry-based framework. No study has investigated how changes in factor mobility as a continuous variable influence the change in trade protection as a policy outcome. Building on recent scholarship on factor mobility, this article models explicitly how intersectoral labor (im)mobility and political competition between parties affect changes in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. The theoretical model predicts that when intersectoral labor mobility decreases governments in majoritarian democracies are more likely to raise trade barriers. We test this prediction in a time-series, cross-sectional sample of 32 OECD and non-OECD majoritarian democracies observed between 1980 and 2000. The empirical results corroborate our theory and remain robust when we control for alternative explanations, employ different estimation techniques, and use different measures of trade protection.
C onflict over trade policy is a constant feature in the national political arena of any democracy. Societal groups and economic sectors who benefit from international trade are locked in a perennial struggle with others who lose to import competition, as each side attempts to press the government to enact its preferred policies. Two longestablished economic models of trade enable us to anticipate how societal groups will divide over this issue. The standard Heckscher-Ohlin (H-O) model assumes that factors are mobile between sectors and concludes that trade preferences form along factor lines. In contrast, the Ricardo-Viner (R-V) model assumes that factors are immobile between sectors and predicts trade preferences according to industrybased divisions. Tension between the two trade models has significantly influenced the scholarship of trade politics. Explanations of trade politics have adopted either the factor-based approach 1 or the industry-based framework.
2 Empirical tests of these two approaches have produced mixed evidence. 3 The rare effort to integrate the two approaches has largely been thwarted by their diametrically opposed assumptions regarding factor mobility between industries in a country. 4 Only recently have scholars begun to relax the simple dichotomous assumption on factor mobility, conceptualizing it as a continuum that varies between countries and over time, and thus opening the door for integrating the factor-based and industry-based approaches to trade politics. 5 So far, however, no study has investigated how changes in factor mobility as a continuous variable influence the change in trade protection as a policy outcome.
6 This article takes a first step in filling this important gap.
In this article, we initiate a rigorous analysis of the impact of labor mobility (or lack thereof) on trade policy. We choose to focus on the following question: How does the degree of labor (im)mobility (i.e., specificity) affect changes in trade protection in majoritarian democracies? To address this question, we build on Mayer's (1984) model of trade policy to derive the conditions under which political parties have incentives to increase or decrease trade protection, but unlike Mayer's (1984) model that formalizes factor mobility in dichotomous terms, the degree of intersectoral labor mobility is formalized here as a continuous parameter. In our model, specific-type (mobile-type) voters face high (low) adjustment costs when changing jobs between sectors and hence, rationally prefer high (low) tariffs. As the median voter's labor specificity increases, the median voter prefers trade protection. To maximize votes, political parties in a majoritarian democracy will pander to the median voter and raise tariffs in equilibrium. We find strong empirical evidence for our argument in an analysis of 32 OECD and non-OECD majoritarian democracies observed between 1980 and 2000. The empirical results remain robust when we restrict the sample to either OECD or non-OECD countries, vary the model specification, employ different estimation techniques, and use several alternative measures of trade policy.
As a limitation, our research focuses on majoritarian democracies only. To generate theoretical insights into the impact of labor specificity as a continuous parameter on trade policy, we must rely on a formal model of politics. The median voter framework, which we employ here, provides a reasonable characterization of party competition and policymaking in majoritarian democracies, but not necessarily in others. Despite this limitation, our study makes several novel contributions to the literature on trade politics. Theoretically, our model is among the first to formally incorporate and assess how the variation in intersectoral labor mobility affects the change in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. The model treats labor specificity as a continuum rather than a dichotomy, an advance over previous models of trade policy (e.g., Mayer 1984) . In addition, unlike Hiscox' (2002) study that focuses only on how varying factor mobility affects the formation of different political coalitions in just six countries, we substantially extend his work to theorize and empirically test how variation in intersectoral labor specificity affects trade policy outcomes. Finally, while existing studies focus on how the strength of political parties and the geographic concentration of industries explain differences in trade protection in majoritarian democracies (Grossman and Helpman 2005; McGillivray 2004) , our study argues and shows empirically that the extent of labor specificity plays an important role in accounting for trade policy formation in these countries.
Our analysis also offers two important empirical innovations. First, previous empirical work on trade policy has primarily focused on advanced industrial democracies (e.g., Ehrlich 2007; Hiscox 2002; Kono 2006; McGillivray 2004; Mansfield and Busch 1995; Milner and Judkins 2004) and occasionally on developing countries only (e.g., Henisz and Mansfield 2006; Milner and Kubota 2005) . We test our argument in both developed and developing countries. Although the theoretical model dictates the empirical focus on majoritarian democracies, our argument holds empirically across different development levels. Second, much of previous empirical research on trade policy relies on cross-sectional data and studies the level of trade protection (e.g., Dutt and Mitra 2005; McGillivray 2004 ). These analyses find it difficult to establish causation since cross-sectional association could be an artifact of unobserved heterogeneity. Our empirical analysis studies the change in trade protection in a pooled time-series design, which lends more confidence to the support of the statistical finding for the underlying causal mechanism.
The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. First, we present the formal model under majority voting and the implications from this model. In the following three sections, we describe our empirical research design, statistical findings, and robustness tests. In the last section, we conclude the article with a discussion of the implications of this study.
The Model
We build on Mayer's (1984) seminal work and offer a Downsian model to study how intersectoral 5 Hiscox (2002) is the first to provide careful and systematic evidence for how variation in intersectoral labor mobility affects the formation of different types of political coalitions in six advanced industrial democracies. 6 Wacziarg and Wallack (2004) recognize that variation in intersectoral labor mobility may affect trade policy, but do not explicitly theorize or statistically assess the relationship.
labor-specificity in tradable sectors influences trade protection in a majoritarian democracy. While our model shares some important similarities with Mayer's (1984) model, there are crucial differences as well. First, unlike Mayer's model which assumes that labor is perfectly mobile across sectors, we assume that the labor market has imperfections and nominal rigidities that impede mobility. Second, Mayer (1984) assumes constant returns to scale in production in his model, while we assume weakly increasing returns to production.
7 Third, Mayer's model studies how relative endowments influence tariffs, while we focus on how variations in labor specificity among voters in tradable sectors affect trade protection. These differences between our model and Mayer's (1984) have important implications that are explored below. We focus on intersectoral labor specificity across all the main tradable sectors since (1) our objective is to explain how the extent of labor specificity within the aggregate labor force affects voters' preferences over trade protection in a majoritarian democracy and (2) because our model focuses on goods produced in tradable sectors.
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To maintain analytical tractability, we adopt some simple modeling assumptions. First, we assume that the formation of single party majority governments is common in majoritarian democracies. This assumption is plausible because studies have established that single party majority governments are extremely common in majoritarian democracies, while the formation of coalition governments is the norm in PR systems (Iverson and Soskice 2006) . Second, we assume from Duverger's law that majoritarian systems are dominated by two main parties. We submit that this is a restrictive assumption. To ensure that our empirical results are not influenced by this assumption, our statistical analyses control for differences in the number of political parties, party strength, veto players, and government partisanship.
Third, following well-known political economy models of trade in majoritarian democracies by Mayer (1984) and Grossman and Helpman (2005) , the political parties in our model have information about the median voter's preference over trade policy and thus have incentives to locate their tariff policy platforms at the median voter's position to maximize votes and their probability of survival in office; that is, parties have incentives to converge to the median voter's position. Although scholars such as Cox (1990) and Myerson (1993) have shown that the convergence result may not hold, we adopt the aforementioned assumption for two reasons.
First, a key theoretical objective of our paper is to build mathematically on Mayer's (1984) medianvoter model of trade to understand how the degree of labor specificity, which is formalized via a continuous distribution in our model, influences trade protection in majoritarian democracies. Hence, we maintain consistency with the Downsian approach used by both Mayer (1984) and Grossman and Helpman (2005) to model trade policy in majoritarian countries. Second, empirical analyses of elections in developed democracies by Huber and Powell (1994) , , and Powell and Vanberg (2000) suggest that on average party positions in majoritarian systems are closer to the median voter than in PR democracies. 9 In a more extensive (and recent) empirical study of 55 elections across the developed and developing world from 1994 to 2003, Blais and Bodet find that in majoritarian systems, ''there is stronger pressure for each party to adopt positions as close as possible to those of the median voter' ' (2006, 1260) . Therefore, the Downsian approach we adopt, where parties have incentives to converge to the median voter's position, is empirically plausible.
10
The actors in the model are (1) two political parties (A and B) that want to maximize their probability of obtaining office, (2) labor-specific (i.e., specific-type) voters in tradable sectors for whom the costs of moving between different sectors is high, and (3) mobile-type voters who change jobs in different sectors with relative ease. We derive the tariff 7 We follow Grossman and Helpman (2005) who also assume weakly increasing returns in production. However, unlike our model, Grossman and Helpman (2005) focus on the impact of party discipline and not intersectoral labor specificity on trade protection.
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As shown by economists such as Blanchard and Katz (1997) and Rama (2003) workers in tradable sectors form an important component and the bulk of the aggregate labor force in non-OECD and most OECD economies since the postwar period. Thus focusing on workers in tradable sectors-who have preferences over trade policy-will help us understand how voters' preferences in the aggregate labor force influences trade protection. In particular, see Table 1 in Huber and Powell (1994) which summarizes the results they obtain for party (policy) positions in majoritarian and PR countries.
preference of specific-type voters before reporting the equilibrium solution and comparative static results.
Consider a two-factor, small-open economy of a majoritarian democracy that produces two goods: good g which is the importable and good y which is the exportable. g is produced with labor and sectorspecific capital. Following partial-adjustment theory in labor economics (see Hamermesh 1990; Nickell 1985) , we assume that the labor market in the economy is imperfect and characterized by nominal rigidities resulting from structural factors such as social security systems and minimum wage legislation that impede intersectoral labor mobility.
11 Empirical work by Blanchard and Wolfers (2000) and Korenman and Neumark (2000) support the notion that all countries are characterized by nominal rigidities that prevent smooth movement of labor across sectors even when the economy faces exogenous shocks. Since there exists nominal rigidities in the labor-market, the total return to capital from producing g is not a strictly but rather a weakly convex function Pðp g Þ where p g is the domestic price of g. Let y be the numeraire good, which is produced with one unit of labor per unit of output. We normalize the domestic and world prices of the numeraire good to one. g and y are produced under weakly increasing returns to scale. The economy is populated by voters where each voter is denoted by i. There are two types of voters. The first type is the labor-specific (''specific-type'') voter denoted as a 5 1, and the second type is the relatively mobile (mobile-type) voter labeled as a 5 0. We later relax this dichotomy and assume that labor specificity among voters is continuous and normally distributed.
In the model, each voter consumes good g and y. More specifically, voters receive indirect utility from three sources. First, the indirect utility for voter i from consumption is l þ Sðp g Þ where S(p g ) is the surplus obtained from consuming g and l is the voter's income from labor net of lump-sum taxes and transfers.
12 Second, each voter receives a share from national tariff revenues. If all world market prices are normalized to one, the domestic price of g is one plus the tariff rate, i.e., p g 5 1 + t, where t is the tariff rate. The tariff revenue from imports M which is distributed as a lump sum to voters is tM(t) and M 0 ðtÞ , 0. Third, specific-type voters place substantial weight (w) on the gains from capital invested in producing g because their livelihood is dependent on g. The indirect utility from capital invested in g is aðwPðp g ÞÞ. From the above information, the indirect utility for specific-type voters can thus be defined as v specific i ðtÞ 5 l þ a½wPðtÞ þ ½SðtÞ þ tMðtÞ ð1Þ
Lemma 1: The optimal tariff rate preferred by specifictype voters (workers) is t Specific 5 2 gðtÞ ÀM 0 ðtÞ . 0. The proof of this lemma, and other results from the formal model, is in the online appendix at http:// journalofpolitics.org/.
Lemma 1 suggests that specific-type voters rationally prefer higher and strictly increasing tariffs. The intuition that explains this result is three-fold. First, if good g cannot compete against import competition, then specific-type voters, whose incomes are tied to the economic fortunes of g, face the risk of prolonged unemployment spells owing to high adjustment costs of changing jobs between different sectors. Second, as labor market imperfections and nominal rigidities impede intersectoral labor mobility, specific-type voters find themselves stuck in the sector threatened by import competition. Third, an increasing tariff raises the returns to capital invested in g. This, in turn, directly increases the utility of specific-type voters. These three reasons motivate specific-type voters to demand higher tariffs against imports.
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Given the result in Lemma 1, we examine below how competition between political parties in a majoritarian democracy affects trade protection. The extent of each voter's labor specificity in tradable sectors is now defined by the parameter a specific i which is continuous and normally distributed with cumulative distribution function F. Hence the extent of specificity among voters in the labor force ranges from highly mobile to highly specific. Under a normal distribution, the degree of the median voter's specificity is defined as a M while the mean voter's degree of specificity is a m . 14 As mentioned earlier, there are two parties in the model, P 2 A; B f g denotes the tariff rate proposed by parties and implemented by the winning party in office. The objective of the two parties is to choose their respective tariff 11 Unlike Adsera and Boix (2002), we do not analyze the link between government spending and trade barriers since it is beyond the scope of our study. But we control for government spending in our empirical model when assessing labor specificity's impact on trade protection.
where Àg d ðp g Þ is the total demand for g. 13 If p g increases, the utility of specific-type voters increases for dð2pðp g Þ dp g ¼ 2gðp g Þ > 0.
14 The median and mean voter's degree of specificity is equal,
rate t A , t B to maximize their probability ðp 2 ð0; 1ÞÞ of winning and then surviving in office,
Both parties have incentives to set their tariff policy in equilibrium at the median voter's position to maximize votes. We formally solve and characterize the aforementioned equilibrium tariff level from A's objective function because in Nash equilibrium Party B's optimal tariff choice will be similar. We then examine how the equilibrium tariff level changes when the degree of labor-specificity in the economy's labor force increases. Since labor specificity in the economy is normally distributed, Party A maximizes its probability of surviving in office, it chooses an optimal tariff rate such that
The derivation of the functional form of (3) is described in the proof for lemma 1. From (3), we obtain, Lemma 2: In a symmetric and unique Nash equilibrium, the optimal tariff rate-which is also the median voter's preferred tariff policy-implemented by the political parties in a majoritarian democracy is:
Because the Nash equilibrium tariff level in Lemma 2 is the median voter's preferred tariff rate, A and B have incentives to not deviate from the equilibrium policy position; they will gather fewer votes if they do. Comparative statics conducted on the Nash equilibrium tariff level in Lemma 2 with respect to a specific i leads to the main substantive result, Proposition 1: The Nash equilibrium tariff level strictly increases when intersectoral labor specificity increases in a majoritarian democracy. More formally,
. 0. The mathematical basis for the result in Proposition 1 is simple. It suggests that when the degree of intersectoral labor specificity increases, the distribution of labor specificity in the economy will become negatively skewed. As a result, the median voter will be more immobile than the mean voter and in effect the median voter will be a specific-type individual characterized by a high degree of specificity. This is illustrated in Figure 1 , which shows that when labor specificity increases in tradable sectors within majoritarian democracies, the median voter's specificity is higher than that of the mean voter. Consequently, the realized equilibrium tariff level increases, as claimed in Proposition 1. Conversely, if labor specificity is low such that the median voter's specificity is lower than that of the mean voter, the equilibrium tariff level is lower than the derived Nash equilibrium tariff level. Hence, less technically, from Proposition 1, we expect that under the majoritarian system, a rise in intersectoral labor specificity (i.e., a decline in labor mobility) will lead to an increase in trade protection, while a decline in labor specificity will have the opposite effect.
A less technical explanation of the causal intuition behind Proposition 1 is as follows. As suggested earlier, labor market imperfections and nominal rigidities impede intersectoral labor mobility. Further, the government cannot substantially alter, especially in the short run, these rigidities in order to increase the speed of intersectoral labor movements. Consequently, two effects will occur. First, given nominal rigidities and thus a weakly convex profit function, capital is likely to remain immobile. This will lead over time to an increased concentration of the labor force across tradable sectors in sectorspecific production. Second, since the costs of changing jobs between different sectors are high for specific-type voters, they have incentives to remain immobile. When the incentives for labor to move between sectors are reduced and labor remains concentrated in sector-specific production, the speed of intersectoral labor adjustment is reduced and the proportion of specific-type voters increases over time, i.e., a specific i
. 0.
FIGURE 1 Equilibrium Tariff Rate for Increase in
Labor Specificity
Specifically, the net flow of new workers in the pool of specifictype voters will increase if nominal rigidities persist, thus leading to an increase in the share of specific-type voters.
As discussed above, an increase in the share of specific-type voters results in the median voter being a specific-type individual who from Lemma 1 rationally prefers higher tariffs. Since the median voter strictly prefers higher tariffs in this case, the two political parties will have incentives to increase the Nash equilibrium tariff and not to deviate from implementing higher tariffs, in order to maximize their votes. Additionally, when labor specificity rises in a majoritarian democracy, parties will implement higher tariffs in order to protect specific-type voters from unemployment owing to import competition, raise the returns to capital invested in g, and by implication, increase the monetary benefits received by specific-type voters in the tradable sector. Less technically, Proposition 1 implies, H1: If the degree of intersectoral labor specificity of voters in the labor force increases in a majoritarian democracy, then trade protection will increase.
Empirical Research Design
We test Hypothesis 1 systematically in several steps. First, since Hypothesis 1 applies to majoritarian democracies, we start by testing this hypothesis on a full sample (including OECD and non-OECD states) of 32 majoritarian democracies 16 between 1980 and 2000 that are listed in Table 1. 17 Second, since non-OECD and OECD countries differ significantly along various dimensions (the level of development, the extent of labor specificity, etc.), we divide our global sample into OECD and non-OECD subsamples and test Hypothesis 1 within each group. 18 Third, we check the robustness of our results, particularly with respect to a variety of trade-policy measures described below.
Based on the formal model's result, our dependent variable should measure the change in trade protection. The main indicator that we use is the annual change in the import duty coverage ratio (Dimport duties), which is defined as the total value of a country's import duties divided by the total value of its imports in a given year (t change in the ratio of total tariff revenue to the total value of imports from year t21 to year t. The second measure is from Hiscox and Kastner (2002) . They generate measures of protection using the importingcountry specific and time-specific effects from an augmented gravity model where relative factor endowment differentials are used as additional variables to capture factor-proportions type effects. This measure captures the implicit protection through substitutes (including domestic policies adopted) of standard trade policy measures. We use the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure as our dependent variable. The third measure is an endowment-corrected measure of trade openness that is operationalized from Leamer (1988) . Following Leamer, our measure of trade openness is based on the idea that the coefficient of trade openness (X + M/GDP) is positively correlated with the difference in the endowments between a country and the rest of the world. Therefore, we estimate the regression
where ln (area i ) is the log of the size of country i in square miles, ln (gdppc it ) is log GDP per capita of country i, ln (dist it ) is the average of the distance between country i and its 20 most important partners and D 2 ikt (and D 2 ilt ) is the difference between country i's and world's effective endowment of capital (k) and labor (l) (drawn from Lee 1992 and GTAP 2006) . 19 A time trend is included to account for the decline in transportation costs over time. The residuals from this regression provide the factor-endowment corrected measure of trade Openness. Since Openness is a measure of trade openness and not trade protection, we expect the signs of the coefficients of our independent variable (labor-specificity) and control variables to be reversed in models where Openness is the dependent variable. To save space, we present below the results from Dimport duties and the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure of trade protection. Results from tests using Leamer's (1988) measure and Dtariff revenue are reported in the online appendix.
Before describing how we operationalized the independent variable, we briefly discuss the correlation patterns among different measures of the dependent variable in our sample. As shown in Table 2 , the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure is positively and strongly correlated with Dimport duties and Dtariff revenue but negatively correlated with the endowment-corrected measure of trade openness. This is not surprising given that higher trade barriers captured by the Hiscox-Kastner measure will be positively correlated with greater trade protection and provide more tariff revenue for the government, but will be negatively correlated with the degree of trade openness as measured by Openness. In addition, the correlation between Dimport duties and Dtariff revenue also is positive and strong in both samples, while the correlation between Dimport duties and Openness is negative. These patterns also are expected since higher import duties will generate more tariff revenue for the government, but will act as a barrier to greater trade openness. In short, the different measures of the dependent variable are highly correlated in expected directions, therein indicating the underlying consistency across these measures.
Next, we operationalize our independent variable-the extent of intersectoral labor specificity (i.e., the lack of intersectoral labor mobility) in tradable sectors-for each country-year. We focus on intersectoral labor specificity for two reasons. First, our formal model specifically analyzes how labor specificity in tradable sectors affects trade protection in majoritarian democracies. Second, as described below, a key advantage of our ''structural'' measures of labor specificity is that they build on partial-adjustment theory in labor economics which predicts that nominal rigidities in the labor market impede intersectoral labor mobility (see Hamermesh 1990; Nickell 1985) . Since the formal model considers the impact of these rigidities on labor specificity, our empirical indicators of labor specificity allow us to directly test our model's implication. Measuring intersectoral 
is the endowment of factor k and l of country i at t and E kt (E lt ) is the world effective endowment at t. labor specificity is difficult. We use two measures for the degree of labor specificity in each country (see e.g., Hiscox and Rickard 2002; Wacziarg and Wallack 2004) . Both of these measures are structural since they are based on data that capture labor mobility (or lack thereof) over time across five main tradable sectors, as classified by the International Labor Organization (ILO) and United Nations Industrial (UNIDO): (1) Agriculture and Hunting, (2) Forestry and Fisheries, (3) Mining and Quarrying, (4) Manufacturing, and (5) Transportation and Warehousing.
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Our first measure of labor specificity captures two effects in the labor market: direct movement of workers from one sector to another and sectorally differentiated changes in aggregate employment (resulting from population growth and entry of individuals into the labor force after being unemployed). We label this measure as DStrucspecificity. It is operationalized as an index, which is developed as follows. First, following Wacziarg and Wallack (2004) , we develop a measure that captures the absolute value of changes in the share S t s;i of each sector s in total employment for each country i in any given year t , which is:
We let d 5 2 years in the DShift measure because meaningful shifts in intersectoral labor mobility typically occur in two years (Wacziarg and Wallack 2004) . Further, setting d 5 2 ensures that the measure DShift is not affected by business cycle effects. That said, setting d 5 1 or 3 years did not alter the results reported below. DShift is bounded between 0 (no intersectoral labor mobility) and 1 (complete intersectoral mobility). Hence DShift captures the change in intersectoral labor mobility. We then take the difference between 1 and DShift to measure DStrucspecificity, which is also bounded between 0 and 1. Higher values of DStrucspecificity indicate greater intersectoral labor specificity. The second measure of labor specificity, labeled DLabor Specificity, focuses strictly on labor movement across sectors. DLabor Specificity is based on inverting a well-known measure of intersectoral labor mobility (see Wacziarg and Wallack 2004) . It is developed as follows. First, intersectoral labor mobility in each country is computed by isolating the fraction of jobs that move from one sector to another independent of overall employment gains or losses. Let E 
The difference in the numerator between the term on the left and the term on the right gives the employment changes that result from pure shifts of jobs across different sectors in the economy. The denominator computes the average of total employment for the sectors in consideration between t and t2d. As before, we let d 5 2 years to capture meaningful shifts in intersectoral labor mobility and to minimize the effects of business cycle shocks. Setting d 5 1 or 3 years did not alter the results reported for this measure below. We simply use the inverse of DLabor Mobility to convert it to a measure of intersectoral labor specificity. Our second measure is thus DLabor Specificity 5 1/DLabor Mobility. From Hypothesis 1, we expect that the two measures of labor specificity will have a positive and significant effect on the change in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. Data for our measures of labor specificity are from International Labor Organization database (ILO, 2005) and the United Nations Industrial Development Organization industrial statistics datasets (UNIDO, 2003) . We control for political and economic variables identified by the literature as important determinants of trade protection. With respect to political controls, we follow Milner and Judkins (2004) and include Presidential Democracy and Federal as dummies that represent countries with presidential and federal systems, respectively. We also include Government Partisanship that is coded on a 0-2 scale with 0 representing right governments and 2 left governments. Data for these three variables are from the World Bank's Database of Political Institutions (DPI; Beck et al. 2001 ). Milner and Judkins (2004) claim that the presidential system is more favorable to free trade, while left governments and federal systems are more protectionist. We expect Presidential Democracy to be negative, but Government Partisanship and Federal will be positive.
We include Taagepera and Shugart's (1989) measure of Effective Number of Legislative Parties (ENLP) since Nielson (2003, 475) claims that greater party fragmentation in the legislature leads to increased trade protection. Although the literature is divided over the issue of whether or not more veto 20 We exclude the services sector from our labor specificity measures since Jensen and Keltzer (2005) suggest that services are in the nontradable sector, thus not applicable to our study. players in government leads to higher trade protection (see Henisz and Mansfield 2006; Milner, Mansfield, and Pevehouse 2007) , we include Veto Players using data from the World Bank's DPI (Beck et al. 2001) . McGillivray (2004) and Hankla (2006) suggest that countries with strong political parties (i.e., party leaders exercise a high degree of control over party nominations) will produce freer trade policies. Based on Carey and Shugart's (1995) classification, we measure Party Strength on a 0-2 scale with 0 indicating low party strength and 2 denotes high party strength. Party Strength should have a negative effect.
With respect to the economic variables, we include log (GDP per capita) and log (Population) since trade protection may be affected by per capita income and a country's overall size. We also control for the change in each country's real effective exchange rate (DReal eff exch rate) that is expected to increase trade barriers and a change in the terms of trade (Dterms of trade) that will have a negative effect on the dependent variable. Data for these variables are from the IMF's Government Financial Statistics and the World Bank's WDI (2003). Busch and Reinhardt (1999) suggest that trade barriers are likely to be higher in countries where production is geographically concentrated. We operationalize an index of ''adjusted geographic concentration'' based on a study by Spiezia (2003) and label this measure as AGC index 5 GC/GC Max . The AGC index is a continuous measure that ranges from 0 (low) to 1 (high geographic concentration of production). Data for the AGC index are from Spiezia (2003) and GTAP (2006) . Since Adsera and Boix (2002) suggest that public expenditure or the size of the public sector may influence the degree of trade openness, we control for Government Spending that is measured as the percent of central government expenditure over GDP. Following Milner and Judkins (2004, 106) , we include Transportation Costs-operationalized using cif to fob ratios supplemented with shipping costs-as a proxy for globalization since globalization may force countries to lower trade barriers. Data for this variable is from the IMF's (2004) Direction of Trade Statistics and Hummels and Lugovskyy (2006) .
To account for each country's relative factor endowments in the specification, we introduce the Log of capital-labor ratio. Data for labor is from the Penn World Tables (2004) and capital from Przeworski et al. (2000) . Recent studies suggest that the educational attainment of workers affects trade policy preferences, which consequently affects trade protection (Baker 2005; Mayda and Rodrik 2005; Scheve and Slaughter 2001) . Therefore, we include from Barro and Lee (2000) and the World Bank's WDI (2003) the percent of the population over age 15 that has completed secondary education in each country as a proxy for educational attainment (Education). Scholars debate whether or not the GATT and its successor, the WTO have successfully reduced trade barriers (Rose 2004a; Tomz, Goldstein, and Rivers 2007) . We introduce the dummy variable GATT/ WTO that is coded as 1 for countries that are formal members of the GATT (until 1995) We estimate TSCS regression models with panelcorrected standard errors (PCSE's) that correct for heteroskedasticity and contemporaneous correlation. Country fixed effects are included in each model. To account for serial correlation, we include the lagged dependent variable in the TSCS models (Beck and Katz 1995) . For robustness tests, we estimate the TSCS models via the Prais-Winsten procedure with PCSE's, fixed effects, and an AR (1) parameter, but exclude the lagged dependent variable. The results remain robust, though they are not reported here to conserve space. We also check the validity of our results by estimating some system Generalized Methods of Moment (GMM) models that account for potential endogeneity between labor specificity and each measure of trade protection used here. Table 3 reports the results from models that are estimated with a lagged dependent variable, PCSE's, and fixed effects and where the dependent variable is Dimport duties. Models 1, 2, and 3 use DStrucspecificity as the key independent variable for three different samples (all, OECD, and non-OECD majoritarian democracies), while models 4, 5, and 6 use DLabor Specificity as the key independent variable for the three samples.
Results
For the entire sample of majoritarian democracies, the coefficient of DStrucspecificity has the predicted trade protection in majoritarian democracies Notes: ***, ** and * denotes significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. PCSE's reported in parentheses for all empirical models. Each specification estimated with country-specific fixed effects (''fe'').
positive sign and is significant at the 1% level in model 1, while the effect of DLabor Specificity is also positive and highly significant in model 4. These results provide strong statistical support for Hypothesis 1. Substantively, we find that when DStrucspecificity rises by one standard deviation above its mean and other variables in model 1 are held at their means, the dependent variable Dimport duties increases by approximately 6%. This substantive effect is illustrated in Figure 2 . Relative to the sample mean of Dimport duties (4%), this substantive effect is large. For both OECD and non-OECD samples, the coefficients of DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity remain positive and significant at the 1% level in the relevant models. The substantive effects for both measures of labor specificity are consistent with earlier findings. For example, when DStrucspecificity increases by one standard deviation above its mean, holding other variables constant, Dimport duties rises by 7% and 10%, respectively.
Due to space constraints, we briefly discuss the results for the control variables in Table 3 . The effect of Government Partisanship is insignificant in the full sample of majoritarian democracies and the subsample of non-OECD majoritarian countries, but is positive and highly significant in the sample of OECD majoritarian democracies. This supports Milner and Judkins's (2004) finding that left-leaning governments are more likely to protect the economy by raising tariffs in OECD countries. The effects of Presidential Democracy, Federal, Veto Players, Party Strength, and ENLP are, however, each insignificant in the models in Table 3 . These results should not be taken to suggest that these political factors do not influence trade protection. Unlike existing studies of trade protection, our sample is restricted to majoritarian democracies for the specific purpose of testing Hypothesis 1. The restrictive nature of our sample may weaken the results for some of the political control variables. In addition, in contrast to extant studies, we use the change of trade protection rather than its level as our dependent variable. Since temporal variations in political and institutional variables are low, it is not surprising that temporally invariant political variables have little effect on the change in trade protection, even though they are shown to influence the level of trade protection (e.g., Hankla 2006; McGillivray 2004) .
Turning to the economic control variables, we find that log (Population), Transportation Costs, Government Spending, Agriculture (% of GDP), and Unemployment Benefits (% of GDP) each have insignificant effects in the models in Table 3 . The change in Real Effective Exchange Rate is positive and significant in the full sample as expected, while the change in Terms of Trade is negative and significant as predicted in each model. The AGC index is positive and significant for the models estimated for the sample of OECD majoritarian democracies. This supports Busch and Reinhardt's (1999) claim that higher geographic concentration of production leads to an increase in trade protection in advanced OECD democracies. The estimate of log of capital-labor ratio is negative and significant in the sample of OECD majoritarian democracies. This fits well with the prediction of the Heckscher-Ohlin model. The GATT/WTO dummy is insignificant in the global and non-OECD sample, but is negative and significant in the OECD sample.
Robustness Tests
Will the results in Table 3 hold with respect to alternative measures of the dependent variable? To answer this question, we estimate the effects of DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity on the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure of trade protection in the three samples. As reported in Table 4 , the effects of both DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity are positive and significant at the 1% level in all three samples for the Hiscox-Kastner measure.
We also check the effects of DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity on two additional measures of the dependent variable, namely, Dtariff revenue and Leamer's endowment-corrected measure of trade Notes: ***, ** and * denotes significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. PCSE's in parentheses. Each model is estimated with a lagged dependent variable and country-specific fixed effects.
Openness. The results for these two measures are reported in two tables in the online appendix. In both tables, DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity have the predicted significant effects in all three samples. We check the econometric validity of our results by conducting two tests to address the concern that our measures of labor specificity may be endogenous to trade protection, even though there is little econometric evidence for such a possibility at the aggregate level (see Wacziarg and Wallack 2004) . We first conduct a variant of the Granger causality test designed for panel data (Hurlin and Venet 2003) to assess the potential endogeneity problem. The results from these tests indicate that intersectoral labor specificity is not endogenous to change in import duties or other measures of the dependent variable.
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We further address the possibility of endogeneity by implementing the dynamic panel estimatorthe Generalized Method of Moments (GMM)-suggested by Arellano and Bond (1991) and Blundell and Bond (1998) . The GMM estimator corrects for endogeneity by using moment conditions to derive a set of valid instruments for our endogenous explanatory variables. It also addresses the possibility of serial correlation and allows us to control for country fixed effects and heteroskedasticity via White's heteroskedasticity consistent standard errors. We follow Blundell and Bond's (1998) advice and estimate what they term a ''system GMM'' model that involves estimation of a single system that combines a regression in first differences and a regression in levels. The instruments for the regression in first differences are lagged levels (dated t22) of the endogenous explanatory variables, while the instruments for the regression in levels are the lagged differences of the endogenous explanatory variables. Blundell and Bond (1998) show that estimating the two equations (levels and differences) in a single system reduces the potential bias and imprecision associated with just the first-difference GMM estimator.
In separate system GMM models, we estimate the impact of labor specificity on Dimport duties and the change in the Hiscox-Kastner trade protection measure for the three samples. We report results from the levels regression in the system GMM model for the sample of all majoritarian countries in Table 5 and the results for the other two samples in Table 6 .
In Table 5 , the effects of both measures of labor specificity, i.e., DStrucspecificity and DLabor Specificity, remain positive and highly significant in the system GMM models for the sample of all majoritarian democracies irrespective of whether we use Dimport duties or the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure as the dependent variable. Further, as reported in Table 6 , the effects of the two measures of labor specificity are positive and highly significant in the system GMM models for the samples of OECD and non-OECD majoritarian democracies, regardless of whether Dimport duties or the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure is the dependent variable. These results confirm Hypothesis 1 even after correcting for potential endogeneity.
As a final robustness exercise, we estimated all the models with additional control variables: Industry value added/GDP, Ln (land-labor) ratio, average district magnitude and individual characteristics such as Age and Female that may affect voters' incentives to remain specific. Age is the percent of the labor force above 60 years, while Female is the percent of the labor force that is female. Including these additional controls did not alter the statistical significance or substantive impact of the reported results. We also conducted some diagnostic tests of serial correlation, omitted variable bias and normality of the error terms for the empirical models, all of which suggest that the estimates are econometrically sound.
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Conclusion
In this article, we analyzed the impact of intersectoral labor (im)mobility (specificity) on the change in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. Our formal model predicts that an increase in intersectoral labor specificity leads to a rise in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. We find strong statistical support for this prediction in three separate samples (all, OECD, and non-OECD majoritarian countries). The empirical results also remain robust when we control for alternative explanations, apply different estimation techniques, and use different measures of trade protection.
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Granger causality tests indicate that we cannot reject the null that Dimportduties does not cause DStrucspecificity, p 5 .67 (p 5 .74) and DLaborSpecificity, p 5 .70 (p 5 .78). We obtain similar results from the Granger causality for other measures of trade protection including the change in the Hiscox-Kastner measure and change in tariff revenues. 22 The Breusch-Godfrey Lagrange Multiplier test fails to reject the null of no autocorrelation in each lagged dependent variable model. The Arellano-Bond test for autocorrelation in first differences in the GMM models fail to reject the null that the error term is not serially correlated. The RESET test for each model rejects the null that each estimated model is misspecified. The Jarque-Bera indicates that the residuals approximate a normal distribution. Notes: ***, ** and * denotes significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Heteroskedastic-robust standard errors in parentheses. Notes: ***, ** and * denotes significance at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. Heteroskedastic-robust standard errors in parentheses.
trade protection in majoritarian democracies
Our article offers both theoretical and empirical contributions to the literature on trade protection. In the trade politics literature, Mayer's (1984) theoretical model of trade policy has had an enormous impact (cited 296 times according to Google Scholar as of September 2007), but his model treats factor mobility as being dichotomous such that trade politics operates in two separate worlds-either Heckscher-Ohlin or Ricardo-Viner. Most ensuing work on trade politics has inherited the spirit of such a dichotomy. Recent theoretical and empirical work on factor mobility (Hiscox 2002; Wacziarg and Wallack 2004) , however, demonstrated that factor mobility changes over time and across countries, generating varying implications for political coalitions and trade politics. We build on this recent work and construct a formal model of how the degree of labor specificity affects trade policy changes in majoritarian democracies. We believe that this analysis is the first in the literature that demonstrates both formally and empirically that intersectoral labor specificity has a significant impact on changes in trade protection in majoritarian democracies. The effect of labor specificity is empirically shown to be more robust than other existing explanations of trade policy, such as party strength, geographical concentration, veto players, political partisanship, and international trade institutions.
Unlike most existing studies on trade policy which focus almost exclusively on OECD democracies, we test the impact of intersectoral labor specificity on several measures of trade protection in a large data set that includes both OECD and non-OECD majoritarian democracies. Our empirical exercises significantly increase the generalizability of our findings. They also substantially extend the work by Hiscox (2002) who examines the impact of labor specificity, but only uses it to explain the type of political coalitions in six advanced industrial democracies. Moreover, instead of examining the level of trade protection, we focus on the change in trade protection, which helps control for the confounding impact of unobserved country characteristics and provides a more rigorous test of the underlying causal mechanism.
Our analysis offers two lessons to policy makers in majoritarian democracies. Those interested in reducing trade barriers should adopt policies that decrease nominal labor market rigidities, thus improving intersectoral labor mobility. In addition, while promoting free trade, governments should invest in assistance programs that help workers with their adjustment costs, since such programs make it less costly for workers to move across sectors and may therefore mitigate political opposition to free trade.
